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PUCE AND MEDICH]- CEsVoNSE TIMES AND SERVICES B ANNEXATION
10 G&N [’TDQE; Llze separate sheet if necassary

The praperty I which | own an undividad irierest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which Lhis prolest s being filed,
Is sliualed at: {describe proparly by address and Assessor's Parce! Number)

556 CAMBRAN DR. , CAMPBELL | CA . q508H
PRCEL NUMBER. - 278 91 034 - 00

and is now zoned R1-8 pistict. {in Santa Clara County)

Tha undivided interest which | own [n Iha propery described [n lhe siatement abova is a:
|E| Faa Interest (ownsrship)
[ vLeasshald interest which exgires an
[] other: texplain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FORL AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zolig ProkesLpenBEMgpliortion R 622008




Page?2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

Thia form must bs signed by ONE ar more ewnets of an undivided inferest of sl least 51% Inthe lo! ar pareal for
which such pratestis flled, such Interast being not merely an easement. A tenant under a lsass which has a
remaining kerm of ten years of longer shall ba deemad an “owner® lor purposes of this prolest. When lhe owner of
an oligible protest slte is a legal entiliy olher than a person or parsons, the protest pelilion shall be signed by the
duiy authorized officer(s) of such lagal snlity. Whan such 1sgal entily ls & hameownaer's agsoclation, the pratest
patilion shall ba signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such assoclallan, or, in lisu thereof, by 51% olthe
membars of the assockailon,

PRINT MAME DAYTIME
doUN  HWOTTA TecerHONE#AYE) 5711 -D83 )
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
beb CAMBRIAN VR, CAMPBELL- Ch. 95009
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) Arr DATE / /
. g G x2S S
PRINT NAME V k DAYTIME i /
' TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY ~ STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notar|zed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHORNE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
5IGMNATURE (Matarlzed) . DATE
PRINT NAME CAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDHESS CY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Noterlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Usersaparale sheat if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOHR AN APPLICATION APPCINTMENT.
Puring ProtrLprbiEe plicaikn Fay., BAERT0E




STATE OF CALIFORNLA

)
Qe 0 esa ) -
COUNTY O EA - )
Dn%( 51’ efore e, MNokary Public, pecsenally appeared
Oyadne s u%;,

S ; who proved o me on the basis of
satisfa ctoch{rldmmuto ke the person(s) whose name(s) 1sfare subscrfbed to the within insbroment and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in higfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signatnrefs) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upen behalf of which the
personfs) acied, executed the insrument,

I cerfify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITNESS miy hand and official seal.

LO Lﬁ»aﬁéﬁ QWW (Seal)

“T Esh Commision # 173036
G Notary Pubilc - Callletnla £

fanta Clara Counly =
My Cornm. £xpiras Ape 20, 2011

MNotary Puhllc
STATE OF CALIFORNIA : ]
] =S
COUNTY OF }
Oy hefore me, » Notary Public, pecsonally appeared

» who proved tome on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) 1sfare subscribed to the within instroment and
acknowledged ko me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies}, and
that by his/herftheir signatire(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acied, executed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJORY under the laws of the Sfate of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correck.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Motary Public

2019437001
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ATTAC TA
TO ZONING PROTEST ATPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully urge the City Council to deny - the preposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Frezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property o R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Shreamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning iz proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose,

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
QOwners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 26 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Camphell, In Qctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campball asking that it be annexed te the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed ita staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-annexafion), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 yemains
uneguivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Camplell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3 Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of 8an Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does noet currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Burthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning js Ingufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zene will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densites etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Yiplates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conduicted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complete on Auguist 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infragtructure ebc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code §21166 and 14
Cal. Cade Regs § 15162,

6. Public Heari ofice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commisgion August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Deepite repeaied requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient nobce as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Coundl's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is nul! and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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| protast Ihe proposed razoning becauss See Attachment A
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The proparty in which | iwn en undividad intarest of at feast 51%, and on behall ol which this protest fs belng filed,
is siluated al: (dezcribe property by addrazs and Assessors Parcal Numbar)

S 14 4o Lm.q.wn}f
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¥ [ Fasinterest ownership)
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PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
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Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form musi be sigined by ONE or mare owners of an undivided interast of at least 51% infha lol or parcel for
which such protest s filad, such intetest being not merely an easement. Atenantunder alease which hasa
remaining term of tan years or tonger shall be desmed an *owner” for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an ellgihle protest site is a lagel entiliy olher than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by tha
duly avihorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal eniity is a homeowner's aseociation, 1he protest
pellifon shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such assaclation, or, in liau therzof, by 51% of ihe
membare of tha association,
LOLA T My @B wned)
PRINT HARE DAYTIME
—éﬁ[fﬂf’ bois ity Capto £8 |TELEPHONEZ 809 - 377 3151
ADD Eﬁ % ! { F ooy STATE ZIP CODE
SIGHATURE{Notarlzéd) DATE
F-a5— /A
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cmy ETATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarfzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDAESS CiTy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE [Notarlzed) . DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Motarlzed} DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOMNE#
ADDAESS oY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHATURE [Motarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
Lise reparete shest if nacessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPCINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FGR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zaring Pralesr pinASWARRIcal Aay. BE02008




STATE OF CALIFCRMIA )

: }  Bs
COUNTY OF 3y dae M )

LS
&Lﬂj g \ | i %&ﬂ » Wotary Publie, personally appeared
. who proved fo me on the basis of

satisfactory evidenceto be the personst whose name{d isfare subecribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in-hisfher/ihetr authorized capacity(iy), and
that by ixsfher/their signatu on the instrument the pmﬂn‘fsﬂ, or the entity upon behalf of which the
persnn‘(f} acked, executed the instroment.

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY tnder the laws of the State of Califomia that the foregoing
paragraph js bue and correct,

DILNE M. J

TWITHESS my hand and official seal. Caommislan # 1733376

(S rorvs crora ¢ :
K/Qﬂ»;@ A K D eqico~ o) § 8 87 11, crem Bt 20,2011 }

Notary Putlic [/

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
¥ ooss
COUNTY OF )
Cn before me, » MNotary Public, personally appeared

_who proved to me on the basis of
sabisfackory evidencebo be the personis) whose name(s} isfare subzcribed to the within instrament and
acknowledped to me that hefshefihey execoted the same in histherftheir authorized capadity{ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature{s} on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
perscn(s) acted, exeruted the mstmument,

T certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the forepoing
paragraph is trie and correct.

WITHESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20334370.2




Residential
ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny — the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) ("Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the foliowing facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest, The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamnlined “urban pocket” armexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose,

2. Prezoning Di ntradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Pro
Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Camphell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owmners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell, In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff, Councilmember Judy Chirco, ¢iting an inapplicable 19534 city policy
(concerning de-gnnexafion), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into pur city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

. Prezoning Will Resplt in Annexatipn that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will resuit
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resuitin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increazed cost. The City of 5an Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
inclicaticn that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermaore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire
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service, As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}(6).

4, Staff Analyvsls of Prezoning js Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of Boor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

3 Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Enviranmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
CGeneral Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- rore than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accurate. Since is certification, new information of substantial imporfance o the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the BIR was
certified ag complete is now available (such ag changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to incude new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code §21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

o ublic Hearing Notice Violated Ci ate Notice Requirements, Notice for the
San Jose Flanning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
teview, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Comumission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Couneil’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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REZONINGFILEMUMBER
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ASSESSORAS PARCELNUMBER(S) — ﬂﬂ-z\_
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PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
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Page?2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This farm must be sloned by DNE or more awnars of an undivided interest of st lsasi 51% inthe ot ar pareal for
which such prolestis lited, such irteresl baing nol maraly an ersement. A tenant under a leass which has a
termalning lerm of ten years or longer shall be deemad an “owner (or purposes of this protest. Vhen the ownar of
an eligibls protest sile s a legal ertiliy elhar than a parson ar persons, the protest pelilion shall be slgned by the
duly autharized officer(s) of such lagal entily, When such Isgal eniily s @ homeownar's assaciation, the prolest
patition shall ha signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such assoclallan, or, in lisu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the associatlon.

PH'NTNAMEBA ey L. (Bffd@ﬂ(}} e\eptone s $085-396-758/
ADDRESS 1237 ?QZV U ﬂ,&%b{// /%EE/-,E jz’r'g?}[f?
SIGNATURE (Notarzed) _ﬁ % / | i DH‘;"*J_?»JO P
FHINTNAMEB(%E%:V / %ﬁ o0 B e # 0§ 79-355/

o .
N85 Olppn o Cploet (G Feep

SIGNATURE [Notarlzed) )(ﬁ/bq DATE
(7

(A& PN D7)
PRINT NAR: ~ - DAYTIME
E,E/.lﬁﬂy / : Bz,agg ¢t TELEPHONE#$6Y I FC. 3% 5 /

ADDRESS : CITY A IPCODE
¢/ Oy ympiaAdos @Mff// Chpp  Feeey

SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) =~ & - ,.g:.ﬁ-//xﬁ:/ DATE
—_ - Dorc)
Ty T 223

PHINTNAMEB,;,EE L '&;w([é TELPUONE £ 26 9T 555 ¢

AODRESS = 73/ (*:k/v /;?/;pra @rﬂﬁ/ C}?‘%‘Tg gﬁ%‘?ﬁﬁ
SIGNATURE (Nofarlzed) ﬁ? 1\7;65@6’/ A 23 ared

PRINTNAM ” DAYTIME
E?)_a_fﬁ L 2 Bfﬂm TELEPHONE# ¥2% ~ 3¢ ¢ - 55 /

2 1500 (Yl .@m}g%// (577 ssser

DAY TIME
TELEPHONE# S45~ J9¢ TS5/

SIGNATURE [Notarized) ﬁ \f ﬁ DATE
. ! : G Z T S

Tohet) OF% o2

DATE
G- 25—~ P6/D

{r’ . v
// Usg separate sheet il necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPCINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APFLICATION APPOINTMENT.

SEE A..ITA,CHED Zankg ProlasLpmMEERORLDn Rav. BEI008
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
FROM NOTARY




STATE QF CALIFOENIA J

. 1 ss
COUNTY OF ,5&&‘#(: Qﬁﬁ )

on__ 9 fjl f }‘Lﬂ 1 hefore me, P,\quH Dave , Notary Public, personally appeared
v {Ppuis Braco : . who proved to me on the hasis of

E3 r:isfacmryd:rldeno&to be the person{g) whose name{s) isfaré subscribed te the within instrument and

acknowledged to me that hefshefthey execubed the same in bisfhezfthels authorized capacity(ies), and

that by histherffheir signature(gf on the instrament the person(gh, or the entity upcin behalf of which the

pexsons) acted, exectited the instrument,

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is trie and correct,

WITHBAS my hand and official seal. = FIYUISH DAVE
‘ ' Eummisslun # 1882248
ulary Publio - Jaltfornla
'A"f: MG Santa Clara County
4 gnm. Expirea Jun 11
foodeyrubnc __ an 1t ol
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
. Y Em
COUNTY OF )
Cn hefore me, . Motary Public, personadly appeared

; who proved bo me on the basia of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whote name{s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in histherftheir au thorized capacity{ics), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the nstrument the person{s), or the enlity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acied, executed the nstrument,

I certify wnder PENALTY QF PERJURY vnder the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
patagraph is trie and correct,

WITNESS muy hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Naotary Public

20194270.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny - the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upen annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Sireamlined Annexation Without Protest, The

Prezoning is proposed in conjuncHon with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Camnbrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2 Prezoning Dir Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking tha it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirce, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(cancerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappeinting response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners' interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s leiter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into onr eity. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result i i Will Not Beneff Property. M
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s infended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the confrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increaged cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursnant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient, Staffhas not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained ar analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with whatuses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become Iegal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been eonducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quuality Act (“CEQA®). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“BIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and cauld not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, publie infrastructure ete.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need o be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum te the EIR is
requiired to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

8, Public Hearin fice Violated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the
San Jose Planming Commission August 25¢h public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA.
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendaton is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(E).
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_ SAN O CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAFTAL OF S1LIOON VALLEY Flanning, Bullding and Cods Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Sirast

San Joad, CA 95113-1905

tel [408) 535-3655 fax (ADE) 282-6055

Webslle: weaw sanjosecagoviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION
e T
GOUNCI
DISTRICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
FLAN By

AEZONING FILE NUMBER

porestey - +40) DRLLAS DRV

ASSESSGH‘SFAHC&NUM ER{S}

N\ r0ld

See Attachment A

REASCHN OF PROTEST

I protestihe praposed rezoning becauss

Liza separaleshasat If necessary

The property inwhieh Lown an undivided inlersst of at least 51%, and on behall of which this prolestis baing flled,
is siluated at: {doscribe propady by adedrags and Azgaszors Parcel Number)

H0! {xlla = Dot
Yi2- R20LA

end is now zonad R1-8 Disirld, {in Santa Clara Cc-unty)

The undivichad Interesl which | own inthe properly described in the statement abav s &

Ef Fea |nlarsst fownership)

I:I Leasshold interesl which sxplres on

|____| Qther: {axpfain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT [408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATIDN APPOINTMENT.
30 g PredesLponfiAp pllcalbon Rar 5f2500E




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This torm musl be slgned by ONE or more awners ol an undvided interest of al Jeast 51% in iha fol o parce) for
which such protest is {ilad, such interest being not maraly an easament. Atenanl under alsase which hasa
remaining lerm of tan years or longear shall be deemed an “owner” for purposes of this prolest. Whan ihe owner of
ain ellgibls protest site is a lega! enlily other than a person or parsons, the prolest pelilion shall be signed by the
duly aulhorized offficer(s) of such legal entily. When such tegal enlily is a homeowner's asgociatlon, the pralest
patllion shall ba gignad by the duly authorized oficar(s) of such associallon, or, in lisu theraal, by 51% of the
members of Iha associallan,

P H'NT“AMENPH WY szlecS TELCPHONE # LIS ~003- )% 5

ADDRESS / Mj‘ b’f}__ {'l GI‘T’ {%Q ] ‘ m q;IF' GDDE

GNATURE utaﬂ%&%\ﬂ KQS“C—/ 6}' l 7 1] ;c.-

PRNTNAMEN AT, szt e epionzs Y= 5935176

Ol vallea O Aol R SRR

%&NATUHWD/; / »z;?'“ ! DATE /;2@/1!@

PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) _ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDAESS CY STATE ZIPGODE
SIGNATURE (Notalzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CmY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notatized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYHME

TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE [Notarized) DATE

Useseparaleshest if naceseary

PLEASE CALLTHE APPCINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AFPOINTMENT.
Foning Prolop pystiap phalion Fsr BI20M




STATE CF CALIFORNIA 3

CGUNTYUFQD/M)Q‘I @%&qc{_/ ; "

On o, hefore £~} Motary Public, personaily appeared

Ao iy s : . , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whuse riame(g) isfare subscribed bo the within instrment and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/thedr anthorized capacityfies), and
that by his/her/fthelr signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
pecson(g) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify wnder PENALTY QF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califomia that the foregoing
paragraph is brue and correct.

DIAME M, JAMEY
Commisiion # 1733374

WITHNESS my hand and officlal seal.
Holary Publle - Calliornida g
Sanla Clara Counly

K_QLZA%L%?QW’@" o) e S0 2011 §

Motary Fablic

STATE OF CALIEQRNIA

)
COUNTY OF Sfmé/ %d_; :; *

M Aty f EadidAotary Public, personally appeared
; Aoz, B4 €h (X, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidencerto be the pef f () whaose nane(s} isfare subscribed to the within instniment and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signatisre(s) on the natrument the person{a), or the entity vpon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, exeouted the instrument.

I certify vnder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califomia that the foregoing
paragraph i true and correct.

DIANE M., JAMEE
Commivion # 1733874

WITMESS my hand and official seal. Nn;ur-,r Publlc - Caliiornta !

) K.-,,,.'? y/ anta Clara Couply
; i My Comm. Bnines Apr 20, 2011 !
{Seal)

Notary Public

20084370.1




Residental
ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property te R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of 5an Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
I’rezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3} of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
urnincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasaes my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Centradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Pr

Owners Requesta, The Prezening is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of 3an Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
hoth the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owrners was presented to the City of Campbell agking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, ciing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Degpite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remaing
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezunjng Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit M}: Prnperg{. M}r

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annesation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Farthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire




Restdential

service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning js nsufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my proparty’s existing County
zoning. Fer example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densifies etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become Jegal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Viclates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has net been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act {“CEQA”), the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR?) is Jegally inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its cerfification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the téime the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
populatien, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subseqitent EIR would need to be prepared in vrder to include new
information eince the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal, Code Regs §15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Flanning Commission Atgust 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own nolice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused te grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Flanning
Commission’s recommendation iz null and veoid and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120,030(B).




CITY O

. SJOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAFITAL OF SILCON YALLEY Planning, Bullding and Code Enforcemant
200 East Santa Clara Sirest

San José, CA §5113-1905

1e] {a00) 535-3655 fax (308) 202-6055

Webslla: weawsanjnseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLIC.&TION

FILE NUMBER - e ToouNel,.
DISTRICT
QUAD# ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZOMING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROFERTY BEING

PROTESTED LY Curtuer ﬁlucﬁ‘ _Qampﬁcﬁ Ca. 95008

ASSESSOR'S PARGELNUMBER(S)

HId-p2—001-00

AEASON OF PROTEST

| protestihe proposed rezoning because See Attaclnne_:nt A

Lise separate sheol if necessary

The prapeny la which | own an undivided Inlerest of at least 5%, and on bahalf of which this prateslis being filed,
|5 sllueled at: {(describe propery by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

Séf Curtner Ave Cam‘nér’ﬂ Ca. @SV0%
Yi¥ - od - 061~ 0Q

and is now zoned R1-8 pistricl. {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided inlarest which | awn o the propery describad Inihe stalemant abova s a:

Iﬂ’/Fealnwrest{awnemhipj

[] Leasshald interest which expires on

[] oter:fexpiain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zaning FunkasLproisianpbcalen Ray, BEfame
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form musl be signad by GME ar more owners of an undivided Interest of al least §1% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest Is liled, such Interest baing nol meraly an easemsnt. A lenant under a laase which has a
ramalning ferm of fen yaars or lengar shall be deemead an "ownear’ for purposes of this protest. When the ownar ol
an allgibla protasl site is & legal enlitiy other than & parson or persons, the prolest pelilion shall ba sigred by the
duly autharized officer(s) of such lagal entity, When such legs! enlily is a hormeowner's assoclation, the protest
patition shall be signad by tha duly authorized officer{s) ol such associalion, or, in lisu thereol, by £1% of tha
inermbars of {he assoclalion,

PRINT NAF;‘!IE .
Ha Mo as ties

Cl L&h

DAYTIME ‘fﬂft‘,; ?.é 35*;77

TELEPHOME #

ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
368 Cuvtnge Auc Carpbe! Ca TSDO%
SIGNATURE (Motarlzad) / DAT%
~Z2- i)

PRINTNAME DAYTIRE

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHORE #
ADDAESS cirYy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE
PRINTMNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized) DATE
PRINT MAME PAYTIME

TELEPHOMNE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notar(zed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIRE

TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS Cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarfzed} DATE

Use separate shest il necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPRINTMENT.
Zoalng FeoamL priBEARDRceTon R BFE008




STATE OF CALTPORNIA

camcm SD«J‘& @Q@/Lﬁ—“ ) -

£:2 Notary Public, personally appearad
who proved to me on the basis of
sabisfactory ewdenoe—lﬂ be the perscm{s] whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowled ged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in higfhe/their authorzed capacity{ies), and
that by hisfher/their signaturefs) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persion(s) acted, executed the insbrement.

I cextify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragrapl is brue and correct.

\ JAME

WITNESS my hand and official seal. PUTEN Commislon # 1733374
i .,'_’_' . - Nuinnr Fubllz; - Cullhrnlu
.{,M (Seal WCH'I'ITI. Esploae Ape 20, 201 |
Muatary Public
STATE OF CALIPORMNIA 3
o) s
COUNTY OF )
On . before me, , Wotary Pablic, personally appeared

- who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name{s) isfare subscribed be the within instrurment and
acknowledged to me thathefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfherfthelr slpnaturels) on the inabrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
perion(s) acted, executed the insrument.

T certify under PENALTY DOF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct

WITHESS miy hand and officlal seal.

{Seal)

Muotary Public

0194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urpe the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No, C10-010) ("Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zening District upeon anmexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference fo the following facts;

1. Prezoning Paves the Way far Streamlined Annexation Without Protest, The
Prezoning is proposed in conjuncéion with - and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “utban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
urincorporated Santa Clara Counéy, which is commonly known as Cambrian 26,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Piezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambiian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly conéradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the: City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
awners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its séaff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{conceming de-anmexntion), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. Asrecently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefjt My Properiy, My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increaged cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it hag not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive,
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s abilify to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a sireamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet ;
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375 .3(b)(6}. : '

4. Staff Analvsis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uzes in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area rafios and
densities efc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
wotlld become Jegal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property,

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Envirenmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™). the City of S5an Jose's attempted reliance on the San Josg 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was I
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the ime the EIR was
certified as complete iz now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
pepulation, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.}. As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
informatien since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required fo make minor corrections or changes. See Public Rescurces Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

&. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the !
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to !
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice -
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral fiom Cambrian 36 property owners
based on thiz insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. Az such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezening is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




_CITY OF SAN JOSE

CALITAL OF SILICOMN VALLEY Planning, Bullding and Code Enforcament
200 Eagt Sanla Clara Street

San Joss, CA 95113-1205

tel {40B] 635-3555 Tax (406) 252-6055

Wabsil2: www.sanjoseca.goviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Sz

S ety

FILE NUMBER B COUNCIL

QUAD # ZONING "GENERAL_ DATE e

REZONINGFILEMUMBER

ADDRESS OFPROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED /3‘7,{ f._{{f"]if?@ ;A

ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER
O w2~ 3g. pux

AEASOMOF PROTEST .
| protest ke praposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separale sheel ifneceseary

The praperty inwivlch | own an undivided inlerest of at least 51%, and on behall of which this protest 13 belng filed,
is eituated al: {deseribe progery by address and Assaszors Parcel Nimber)

BPE L rTHel  ave. Ca
L1 2 B - o B

and is now zonad R1-8 piskict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided Inlerest which | awn in the properly described in the statamenl aboveis a:
ﬁ Fea Interast {ownership)
|:| Laegsehold Interest which expires on

D Othar. {fexplain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,
Farkeg ProtesL penBEAprietian. Rt BAERI0G




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or mara aveners of an undivided interest of at laast 51% in the lalor parcel for
which such prolest s tiled, such intaresl being not merely an easement. Atenant undar a lease which hasa
remaining larm of ien years or langer shall be deemed an “owner” for purposes o ihis protest. When Ihe ownar of
an siigibla protest site is & logat sntitiy other than a parsan or persons, e prolest pelillan shall ba signed by the
duly aulherized ofiicer(s) of such lagal snlity. When such legal enllly 15 8 homeaw ner's associailn, the protast
petition shall be signed by the duly aulhorizad officer(s) of such assoclation, or, in tiau Lhereof, by 51% of the
memhers of lhe association.
PRINTHAME . —— . . DAYTIME )
/ /? opla 5 L. i TELEPHONE# .5 557 v/J%c;,{-
ACDRESS e ) cImy STATE ZIPCODE
BTE  prtuer i C’%n@fa’-f’ o FaefIl
SIGNATURE (Notarized). =7 Py DaTE
PHINTNAME\ DAYTIME
TELEFHOWE#
ADDRESS \ CITY STATE ZIPCODE
erNATUHE(NomrzAQ DATE
PRINT NAME \ DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS \ cry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) \ . DATE
PRINTNAME \ DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS \ cITY STATE ZIFPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) \ DATE
PRINT NAME \ DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS \ CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) \ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS ' \{w STATE ZIF CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) \ DATE
Usa separale shestil nacasséq,'

FLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408} 535-2555 FOH AN APFLICATION APPOINTMENT,
Zoalng ool pmESHAapication Fe. GEM00G




STATE OF CALIFORNIA }

/ ' 1 ss
countvor_SanTa Clora )
hpy———
on $-23-42 before me, J am et Dﬁfﬂa;ﬁ , Notary Public, personally appeared
Thomat & Dau's , who proved to me cn the hagis of

satlzfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name{s) isfsve-stibscribed o the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshafthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfhesftheiesignature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
pecsonfs) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

*"‘"“L--a-a--i.... _____

{) ALNNODVHYIDVINYG £ ".- b
W 3 hand and officlal seal. () YWHOAITYO - 21¥8Nd ABVAON [{EF dha
b BIOFGLLA TIWOD  ond ".::"
/y // ONQTIA A SNV el
. i
MNotary Public
¥ %, JAMES V. DELONG
-1 COMM. # 1754610
1= F] NOTARY PUBLIC - CALIFORIA )
STATE OF CALIFORNIA i ;
_ I Bs
COUONTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Pehblic, personally appeared

. who proved b me on the basls of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknawledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir anthorized capacity{ies), and
that by his/her/their signatmre(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) actked, execited the instritment,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of e State of California that the foregoing
paragraph 1s true and correck,

WITHMESS my hand and ofticial seal.

{Seal)

Motary Public

201943701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respecthully urge the City Council to deny - the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of S5an Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

i. Prezoning: Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjuncéion with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation {pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 3§ encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
Ciky of San Josze.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell mbrian 36 Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, cifing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Josge dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city, The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Carpbell.”

2 Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property, My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resclved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6}.

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient, Staffhas not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of flocr area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming, As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Envirgnmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA"}. the City of 5an Josa's attempied reliance on the San José 2020
(seneral Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certificafion, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was'
certified as compleie is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure efc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need i be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

A. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

3an Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and dees not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION
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REZCHINAFILE NUMBER -
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REASON OFPROTEST
| protest \he proposad rezoning beeauss See Aitachment A

Lsezeparatashast If necessary

The property inwhich | gwn an undivided interest of &t least 51%, and on behalf of which his protes! is being Hled,
s sltuatad al: {descrbe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

378 Curbnec Doe. On_w.@hﬁ“ L&F\ & e
Mg -0 - 002 O

. and I now zonad R1-8 Distict. (in Santa Clara County)
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Page? ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be sigried by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of al lsast 1% Inthe lol or parcel for
which such pratest |s filed, such inferest bslng nol merely an eesement. A tonanl undar aiease which hasa
remaining larm of ten years or long er shall be desmed an “owner® for purposss of thig protest. When the owner of
an gligible protest slte is a lagal entiliy other than a person or persons, the priotesi petilion shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such [egal entify, When such legal entity I8 a homeowner's assoclation, the protest
palition shall he staned by the duly aulhorlzed officer(s) of such association, or, In lisu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the associaiion,
FPRINT NAME DAYTIME
anice ¥ . Scilling TELEPHONE# {1 38 ) 772 (14
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57% Magroer Ave. Caownbell I Tas A Hexo%
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278 Luvtnec, Ave. Campipell A A oo
et A oy i %) T;‘/Z 7//6]
PRINT NAME DAYTIME 4
) TELEPHOME #
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SIGNATURE {Motarized) _ DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
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SIGNATURE (Notarfzed) DATE
PRINT MNAME CAYTIME
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STATE OF CALIFORMNIA

)
) se
COUNTY OF dﬂﬁﬁ\-’{é—d C&um./ ) *

d?/g’#? M" v before me, { % % EL?@ . Motary Public, personaliy appeared
{m%}{iﬁke b et Chondia g e, who pioved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidencedo be the personis) whoss narmefs) ]4(.31'& spbacribed to the within tnstrusnent and
acknowledged to me mathéfsifeﬁhey executed the same in bfsfhér/their anthorized capacity({ies), and
that by Kisfhet/their signatura(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity vpon behalf of which the
peiscn{s) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the [aws of the Sfate of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and comrect. . ady

“——ARIAPEPPER _ |
COMM, #1813285 =z
Motary Public - California

Sanla Clara munz
16, 2012

STATE OF CALIFORNLA )i
1 s&
COUNTY OF )
On brefore me, ; Motary Pubiic, personally appeared

» who proved o me on the basis of
safiefactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare ssbscrbed to the within instriment and
acknowledged to me that hefshefihey execated the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
fhat by hisfher/their signature(s} on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon bebalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrarment.

I ceriify wnder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Motary Public

201243701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST AFPLICATION

I protest - and respectiully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No, C10-010} (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my properly to B-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upen annexation to the
Clity of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest, The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56275.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, congisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambzian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jase,

2. Prezoning Dir ntradicts Cify of Campbell and Carmbrian 36 Proper
Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly confradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-gnnexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Carnbrian 36 property owners’ interest in armexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayoar of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, idenfify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Camphell,” '

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my auarent
services received from the County of Sanfa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Purthermore, it hag not reselved the pressing tssue of the City’s abilify to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursiant to Government Code § 56375.2 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56373.3(b)}6).

4. Staff Analvais of Prezoning is Insufficient, Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratics and
dengitfes etc. Further, it hag not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Viclates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA®). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
(General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR*) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its cerfification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructire ete.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes., See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

é. lic Hearing Notice Viclated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning fafled to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficlent notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Plarming Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is nuil and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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FILE NUMBER o COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

BY.

REZONIMG FILE NUMBER

ADDRESSOF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED 7] CoplnEA AV

ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S)
Hid =39-o k7
REASONGF PROTEST ’

See Attachment A

| pratast the proposed rezoning because

Uze geprratashes! ifnacassary

Tha propsriy in which | cwn en undivided interest of at least 51%, and on bahall of which Ihis protastis being flled,
i5 situated at: fescribe properdy by addrass and Assessor's Parcal Number)

I CopTER AV .
Dol prtimides  Hid— 3F— OHiz

and is now zoned RI1-8 mstrict {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided Interest which | own in the progerty described inthe statemenl ebove isa:
E] Fea Inlarasl [ownershilp)
D Leasehold intwrest which expires on

[1 ower: fexpiarm)

PLEASE CALL THE APPQINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-2555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Foriiay Protest pmtsfhppboallon Bew. BrAAOOS




Page? ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This farm must ba signed by ONE or more owners of an undividad inlerest of at lsast 51% in Ihe lot or parcal for
which such protestis filad, such Interest being nol merely an eesament. Ateriart under a laase which hasa
reralilg larm of fen years or longer shall be desmad an "ownier™ (of purposes of (his protesl. Whean the cwner of
an eligible prolast sita is a legsl entitly olhsr than a persan ar parsons, the protesl petition shall be gigned by the
duly autharized officer(s) of such lsgal enlity. When such fegal enlily is a homeowner's association, (he protest
petition shall be signed by the duly autharized oflicer(s} of such associallon, or, in llay thereol, by 51% afthe
members of Ihe associalion.

PRINTNAME _ DAYTIME Py
At S SANTINA teieproned 20 B77 697w
ADDRESS STATE 7P CODE

TY
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SIGN ;W?) MM _ DAT?E/M—/W
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PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
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SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) _ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzad) DATE
PHINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
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SIGMATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEFHONE #
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Llse saperate shest if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Foilry Fintast prESABpiction Ry, bEAR0H




STATE OF CALIFORMNIA )

} o oss
COUNTY OF (R i

A 4], tlotary Fublic, personally appeared

1] who proved to me on the basis of
satistactory evidence-io be the persunl[s} whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in histherftheir authorlzed capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signatura{s) on the Instrument the pexson(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persanis) acted, exected the insbrument.

I certify under FENALTY OF FERIURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph i trite and correct.

3
BN Commiasion # 1733376
WSS Notary Publlc - Calltornla §
ganla Clara County =
My Ciorri, Exelien Aps 20, 2011

WITNBSS my hand and official seal.

(ﬁm 5779/»%@/ (Seal)

MNotary Fublie

STATE O' CALIFORINIA §

[t 00, ;-
COUNTY O _<o)e} gAL S )
befora me,m Wﬂt&r}r Public, personally appeared

wi-m-. proved br:. me on rhe basis of

acknowledged to rhe that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their autharized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signahre(s) on the inekrument the personds), or the entity wpon behalf of which the
personfs) acted, execited the insbmment.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the fareguhg
paragraph {s true and correct. -

WITNESS my hand and official seal. & LED Commiuion # 1733374

i ._. Nolary Public - California

¥/ sanla Clhva Counfty E
MxLLZﬂ Qim@*’ {Seal) Masaaae
Motary Public

20045,
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" ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny - the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning {(File No, C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in canjunction with -- and 18 a necessary prerequusite o — the City
of 5an Jose's infended streamilined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 562375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known ag Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders boih the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambiian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell agking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In responase, the City of Campbell directed ita ataff to pursie two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which recetved preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-wrnexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, bath
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal, As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, ”Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Camburian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Camphell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Wil]l Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended armexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resnlt in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost, The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it iz capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermora, it has not rezolved the presging issue of the City’'s ability to provide fire
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service. As sach, the City’'s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urhan island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}(8).

4. otaff Analysis of Prezoning i ficient, Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it iz impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been oonducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Ack (“CEQA”). the City of 3an Jose's atfermnpted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR wag
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years age - and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and ¢ould not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available {such as changes in urban service area, changes in
populaticn, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum ta the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

f. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Joge Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed fo
comply with the City’s cwn notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. Assuch, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s constderation of
the PPrezaning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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| protest the proposed rezoning bacavsa _oce Atfachment A

Uz separaio sheet if necessary
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I:I Leasehold injerest which expires on

D Ofher: (explain)
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Pege2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form rrust be signad by OME or more owners of an undivided interest of at least $1% in the lot or parcel for
which such protesl is fled, such intarest bsing nat merely an easemsnt. A tenant under 4 lease which has a
rernalning term of lan years or longsr shali be desmad an “owner* for purposes of this proiest. When the cwner of
an eligible protast sila Is a legal enlitiy other than a parson or persons, the protest palition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such lagal entily. When such |sgal entfty is a homeowner's associalion, the prolest
patilion shall be signed by the duly authorized officer{s) of such association, or, in ey thereol, by 51% of the
members of the assaciation.
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S 21 )M hi DR G BE 5
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TELEPHORE #
ADDRESS cIrY STATE ZIF CODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) _ DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
{rELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
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ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Natarized) DATE
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COLNTY OF %&JQ_ ¥ ,@/f_a_/ ; =

£l LA , who proved to me on the basis of
58 Iisfa::'tmjé’/ enr:e-to be the Eersun{s} whosze name(s) isfare subseribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capaclty{ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signatare{s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entihy vpor behalf of which the
personis) acted, executed the instroment,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the Sfate of Califomnda that the foregeing
paragraph is rue and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official geal. ]
. -y comminicn # I?lﬁlllflﬁ
! RN Noiary Public - Calllernia
Cleae . W? L2 i i'r.'itl..., §7  tonia Clara County !
(Seal) SBEY |y Comm. byires Apr20,2011
tNotary Public
STATE QF CALIFORNI )
Y ) -
COUNTY OF 3 AAA—
On Skl { £. ‘ 3 Notary Public, personally appeared

- , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evldﬂme-to bf_- the perﬁ'ﬂn{s] whoze name(s) 15;’ gre subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized eapacityr(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signatures) on the Instrument the person{s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
perscnds) acted, executed the instrament.

I cerlify under PEMALTY OF PERJURY voder the laws of the Siate of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITMESS my hand and official seal,

TR Commission # 1733376
MV? Cgﬁnw%'—/ (Seal) VS SR Notary Pubiic « Callfornia

Notary Publi \ H) donto Claro County
vy ‘ ] iy Cormm. Expims e 20, 201 1 l

205343701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST ATFTLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny - the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No, C10-010} (“Prezoning™) that would result in the rezoning of
nry property to R-1-3 Single-Family Restdence Zoning Disfrict upon annexation o the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunciion with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporabed Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my propexty and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose,

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of 5an Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 info
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petiion signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners wag presented to the City of Camphbell asking that it be armexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed itz staff to pursue twao different
possibilities for anmexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, cifing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-antnexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners' interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remaing
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian £36
pocket info our city, The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

a. Prezoning Will Regult in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currenily provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it hag not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service, As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamiined]
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because if does not meet
the criterfa set forth in Government Code § 56375,3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of flaor area ratics and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report {"EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accurate. Since its cerfification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the BIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in trban gervice area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to inchide new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum o the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162. :

&, Fublic Hearing Nokice Violated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the

3an Jose Flanning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the Cify’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequnate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recomnmended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval, As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation s null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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STATE OF CALIPORNIA

COUNTY OR M af@ﬁ/]ﬂ;

Cn before me

Q awat “;'I:?MJ

Motary Public, personally appeared
. who proved to me on the basis of

salisfactory evidence-to be the personds) whose name{s) isfare subscribed o the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in higfherfthelr authorized capacityfies), and
that by hisfhexftheir signatiore(s) en the instrument the persondg), or the entity upon behalf of which the

person{g) acted, executed the ingbroment.

I cerfify under FENALTY O PERJURY under the laws of the State of Callfornia that the foregning

paragraph is brue and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

( Qm.ﬁbﬂw

Motary Pulilic

STATE OF CALIPORMIA

county or 20T CLdl

Al e MU

DIANE M. JAMEE
SR Comminlon & 1733374

] Molary Publie - Callfornig 1
oy $anta Cioro Counly =

My Comm. EqpimeADr 20, 2011

, Notary Public, personally appeared
who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the personds) whose name(s) isfare mbscribed to the within insirament and
acknowledged o me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherfiheir authorized capacity(les), and
that by hisfherfthe{r slgnature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upan behalf of which the

person(s) acted, executed the instrement.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the iaws of the State of California that the fur;g::-ing

paragraph is frue and correct.

WITMESS my hand and official seal.

TPublic

20104370.1

D Commisslon # 1796411
&L Notary Publlc - Callfornta Z
L]

K,;l;r F anla Clara Counly
] = wm.wwn,mm E

M. 5. LUCiC

(Seal)
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service, As such, the City’s infended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the eriteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with whatuses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, i is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my properiy.

5, Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA . Environmenial review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San Josd 202{)
General Plan Environmental Impack Report ("EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Sinee its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provizion of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to meke minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162. :

6, Public Hearing Notice Viplated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Plannirig Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Deapite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20,120.030(B}.




